Internet Architecture Detailed Selection Criteria

This document is to be used as a tool to evaluate products for potential use at the Department of Education.
This page describes how the tool is used to perform the evaluation.
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In order for the evaluation to reflect the specific requirements of the Student Financial Assistance, each criteria
was assigned a weight, which enables us to focus the evaluation on what is most important. The relative weight
is assigned in column 4 as High (H), Medium (M), or Low (L), and the associated numeric value is seen in
column 5 (values for H, M, and L are assigned on the Values tab of the electronic copy of this document).

The products are then evaluated in the "Score" column (6, 8, 10, and 12 above). The values used to score the
products range from 0 - 5, with 5 being full support and 0 being no support. The values assigned each product
are based on product research, discussions with the vendors, and previous experience with the products.

A weighted score for each criteria is calculated by multiplying the product "Score" by the selection criteria weight
value (column 5). The total score for each product is summed at the bottom of column. The total weighted score
is compared to the highest possible score totaled in column 14 to determined a rating for each product in the
category being evaluated. The percentages are used to translate the score into a graphical rating, as shown below.
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